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Abstract 
Pitakaso et al.[1] presented an ant systems based on random cumulative Wagner-Whitin (RCWW) (RCWW-STVS) 
for uncapacitated multilevel lot-sizing (MLLS) problems and gave out a computational result for Dellaert’s instance 
[2] with a random variable r = 0.43. The result is not quite right. This paper highlighted the error and presented a 
revision to the result. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of Harbin University 
of Science and Technology 
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1. Introduction 
Pitakaso et al. [1] presented a RCWW-STVS algorithm to solve multilevel lot-sizing problems 
without resource constraints. To prove their algorithm is superior to Dellaert et al. [2]’s RCWW algorithm, 
they presented a result reached by RCWW-STVS algorithm for reference [2]’s instance with product 
order of {2, 5, 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 7, 9}, setup cost accumulative parameters ri ={0.43, 0.43, 0.43, 0.43, 0.43, 
0.43, 0.43, 0.43, 0.43} and the inventory costs for material 1 to 9 is {13, 8, 4, 4, 3, 3, 2, 1, 1}.  
The product structure is shown in Fig.1. The underlined number is lead time for each material and the 
right side number is setup cost for each material. The inner demand relation between materials is 1 to 1.  
The result from [1] is presented in Table 1. There are no errors for parameters but the result for 
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reference [2]’s instance. Here we note in Table 1, the demand for material 1 is {0, 0, 0, 0, 10, 15, 10, 12, 
20}. Material 1’s production lot, according to [1], is {0, 0, 0, 0, 10, 15, 10, 12, 20}. Then for material 3, 
taking into consideration of material 1’s lead time, the demand is {0, 0, 0, 10, 15, 10, 12, 20, 0}. As we 
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Fig.1 Product Structure. 
The production lot of material 3 reached by [1] is {0, 0, 0, 10, 25, 0, 12, 20, 0}. However, we can find 
that the setup cost in period 6 of material 3 is 30 and the inventory cost in period 5 of material 3 is 4. If 
producing 10 products in period 6, the cost is 30. However, according to Pitakaso et al.[1]’s result, 10 units 
of material 3 are kept in inventory for 1 period. Then the cost is 10*4=40. So we can easily tell a 
production decision {0, 0, 0, 10, 15, 10, 12, 20, 0} is better than another one {0, 0, 0, 10, 25, 0, 12, 20, 0}.  
After a practical verification with C program language, we got a result, which is a revision to reference 
[1]’s result, for Dellaert et al.[2]’s instance and presented it in Table 2. The material presentation of 
MLLS problem is shown in Fig.2. Fig.3 shows the output interface of VC++ program. 
Fig.2 Struct Definition in C Language for Materials. 
By the way, the results of Pitakaso et al. [1]’s are based on different product sequence. So, detailed 
presentations of each sequence to each solution are strongly needed. Only by doing so, the other scholars 
can reproduce those benchmark results. 
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Table 1. Result from Reference [1] 
i si ri  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2 60 0.84 S2,t      195.7 195.7 195.7 195.7
(0.43)       (129.4) (129.4) (129.4) (129.4)
   X2t      50 60  30 
         (50) (40) (20) (30) 
5 80 0.74 S5,t    91.1 91.1 91.1 91.1 91.1 91.1 
(0.43)    (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5)
   X5t    50 60  30   
      (50) (60)  (30) 
1 50 0.64 S1,t     128.6 128.6 170.6 128.6 170.6
(0.43)     (103.2) (103.2) (103.2) (103.2) (131.6)
   X1t     10 25  12 20 
       (10) (15) (10) (12) (20) 
3 30 0.53 S3,t    44.3 30 30 44.3 30 30 
(0.43)    (41.5) (30) (30) (30) (30) (30) 
   X3t    10 25  12 20  
   (10) (25)  (12) (20)  
4 90 0.43 S4,t    96.5 90 90 96.5 90 96.5 
(0.43)    (96.5) (90) (90) (90) (90) (96.5)
   X4t    60 85  62   
      (60) (55) (30) (62) 
6 20 0.33 S6,t   39.7 39.7 26.6 26.6 39.7 26.6 26.6 
(0.43)   (45.9) (45.9) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6)
   X6t   70 120 25 74 32 20  
   (70) (90) (45) (84) (32) (20) 
8 80 0.22 S8,t  80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 
(0.43)  (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) 
   X8t  70 155  131  52   
   (70) (145)  (141)  (52) 
7 10 0.12 S7,t   12.4 10 10 10 10 10 10
(0.43)   (18.6) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) 
   X7t   60 135 60 62 30   
  (60) (105) (90) (62) (30) 
9 40 0.02 S9,t 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 
(0.43) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 
   X9t 60 205 180 87 104 52    
    (60) (175) (180) (107) (114) (52)    
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Table 2. Result Reached by Authors 
i si ri  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2 60 0.43 S2,t      (129.4) (129.4) (129.4) (129.4)
   X2t      50 40 20 30 
             
5 80 0.43 S5,t    (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5) (86.5)
   X5t    50 60  30   
       
1 50 0.43 S1,t     (103.2) (103.2) (103.2) (103.2) (131.6)
   X1t     10 15 10 12 20 
         
3 30 0.43 S3,t    (41.5) (30) (30) (30) (30) (30) 
   X3t    10 15 10 12 20  
         
4 90 0.43 S4,t    (96.5) (90) (90) (90) (90) (96.5)
   X4t    60 55 30 62   
       
6 20 0.43 S6,t (45.9) (45.9) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6) (28.6)
   X6t   70 80 55 84 32 20  
         
8 80 0.43 S8,t (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) 
   X8t  70 145  141  52   
      
7 10 0.43 S7,t (18.6) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) 
   X7t   60 105 90 62 30   
       
9 40 0.43 S9,t (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 
   X9t 60 175 170 117 114 52    
2. Conclusion 
In this paper, we pointed out an error in literature [2] and gave out the revision for this error. The 
significance of this paper is twofold: 1) the reason why Pitakaso et al.[1]’s algorithm have produced 
questionable results is pointed out; 2) all those results from reference [1] are not fully optimized. 
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